





This study looks at the political activism and knowledge of health disparities of four groups: 1) masters of social work student; 2) masters of public health students 3) joint degree students in public health and social work 4) a self-selected group of individuals who attended a political meeting with two candidates, Summer Lee and Sara Innamorato. I will be looking at how master’s level student manifest their involvement in the political process. 
The methods used in this essay were two surveys that looked at future and current political activism and knowledge of health disparities. Additional methods included interviews with stakeholders. The result suggested that the joint degree students were the most the politically active both in the past and will be in the future. Surprising, and contrary to my hypothesis the public health students were the least politically active comparably to the social work students.  
This essay is significant to the field of Public Health because health disparities and health inequities are intertwined with politics. In order for the field of Public Health to address the root causes of health inequalities, the field needs to become more politically active and involved. 
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Health inequalities between people of different racial and socio-economic levels in the United States continue to exist despite the existence of public health and social welfare policies. Yet, the intersection of public health and social welfare outcomes with politics is an area that has not often been adequately explored in the research.
Social work and public health have continued to evolve and struggle with the mandate to engage in social and political actions.  Public health and social work are diverse disciplines and yet each asks that its members engage in some type of action to change the current environment—from discovering a new vaccine to helping a client enter stable housing. Changing or improving the environment for vulnerable populations is an irreplaceable strength and distinctive goal of public health and social work.  
However, since the 1980s, social service and public health programs have seen declining budget and allocation of resources at the federal, state, and local level (http://healthyamericans.org/report/136. According to the Center on Budget and Policy funding for housing, health, and social services block grants have fallen significantly. Since 2000, funding for the 13 major housing, health, and social services block grant programs in the federal budget has fallen by 27% (David Reich, 2017). These declines in funding are felt most harshly in the professions of public health and social work and in the populations, we work with. With funding in jeopardy, it is not surprising that there is less engagement in social work and public health across the board.  While many social workers and public health practitioners are engaged in communities and working directly with clients, many of the changes we need are systematic and require direct action that influences policy.   
Some scholars argue that social work, and to a lesser extent public health, have lost touch with their political and social action history ((Harding, 2004; Haynes & Mickelson, 1997; Reeser & Epstein, 1987, 1990; Specht & Courtney, 1994).   Are master’s students more mobilized to participant in the political process or are they less likely to engage when the issues are growing and there are fewer opportunities for study and career advancement?  The greater the social work need the less viable the field becomes. How do we address this problem from within the higher education institutions? The political process is the way that our country distributes resources and establishes rights and entitlements. How do we foster civic engagement in an environment that has the lackluster support of political engagement and ever decreasing funding levels?  
First, I will measure how different disciplines score in their knowledge of health inequalities and second, I will evaluate current political engagement and measure of political efficacy. In addition, I will explore how academic institutions value political efficiency as they prepare students at the Masters level for a career in social work and public health. In the results section of this paper, I will explore the common themes and implications of these results using statistical analysis. 
The concept of self-efficacy, based on Albert Bandura's (1977) definition, suggests that one must believe in his or her capacity and sense of self to act and have an impact. For this study, I will be using political efficacy as a way to examine political activism in graduate students.  Political efficacy has been used to help explain political engagement for decades (Caprara & Vecchion, 1985). More specifically, within political science, political efficacy is the "feeling that individual political action does have or can have, an impact upon the political process, namely, that it is worthwhile to perform one's civic duty" (Caprara et al. 1985). Currently, in the literature, there are two types of political efficacy: internal efficacy and external efficacy.  High internal efficacy is one's belief in her or his ability to achieve desirable results in the political domain through personal engagement and an efficient use of one's own capacities and resources" (Gian Vittorio Caprara1 2009). External Political efficacy describes people's beliefs that the political system can be changed through collective and individual efforts. Both definitions are important as political efficacy is the strongest predictor of political activity (Fauri 2001). Within the literature, Beaumont (2011) suggests that four factors are key to developing political efficacy in a way which benefits all but decreases the gap between those who enter the process with varying degrees of political experience. These factors are: experiences in groups which are consciously engaging in political action; opportunities to acquire and practice skills for political action; engaging in the political discourse in open and respectful settings; and inclusion in collaborative pluralist contexts.
2.0 	Literature Review
In response to the rise and growing intensity of poverty and income inequality, declining health care access, destabilization of urban and rural communities, and a distrust in the government's ability to address socio-economic issues, master's students in social justice orientated academic disciplines must develop a political conscience. 
2.1	Social Work and Political Engagement
After they realized that micro-interventions were insufficient to solve fundamental social and power injustices affecting vulnerable populations, social workers have historically engaged in politically-oriented activities (Stern, Reisch & Jani, 2012). This political consciousness has always been a fundamental component in the practice of social work, from advocacy for juvenile justice to improving income support.  The literature mentions several obstacles as to why there has been a lack of recent political engagement in social work.  One misconception is that politics refers solely to activities in the electoral or policy advocacy arenas, where participation may threaten professional ethics, and where inevitable partisanship makes it impossible to retain a ‘scientific' posture (Thyer, 2007). This misunderstanding reflects three long-standing contradictions that social workers have been unable to resolve: the tension between the profession's reliance on normative principles (e.g. social justice) to promote its ends; the requirement to practice in an objective, detached manner; and  the conflict between the goal of promoting systemic change the aspiration to acquire professional status (Reisch and Andrews, 2002). Reish continues that these misunderstanding discourage social workers from challenging the status quo and only sustain existing institutional power arrangements. Mark Ezell, in "The Political Activity of Social Workers: A Post-Reagan Update," takes a different approach. He hypothesizes that social workers avoid politics because the use of power within politics will result in some group having less power and status. The idea of power and status runs counter to social work's prevalent ideology of equality, participation, and the worthy and dignity of each person (1993).   
Within the literature, there are a few studies that examined the political nature of social workers among a specific sample (Parker & Sherraden, 1991; Ritter, 2007; Wolk 1981). These studies categorized responses from those who are inactive, active, and highly active. These studies found that social workers, as a group, were more politically active than the general population. However, a more recent study by Riter (2007) found that only 46% of a national sample of social workers were active or very active in politics. In addition, many of these studies did not include students.  
A few of the studies looked at the relationship between demographic characteristics and levels of political participation. Wolk (1981) found that political involvement was greatest among older social workers, those who had higher levels of education, and those who had higher incomes. These findings are in line with other studies that found similar results for characteristics of social workers who had higher political engagements (Ezell, 1993; Reeser & Epstien, 1990; Wolk 1981). In his 1993 study Ezell found that African-American social workers were more politically active (1993).
Academic institutions can play a role in the repolarization of social work students. However, a fundamental question is how to counteract the a-political trends that have become systematic both within institutions of higher learning and in agencies.  Reich et al. suggest that academic institutions can help students understand the political dimensions of social work practice by shifting focus to the development of a critical consciousness.   Political education within schools of social work can lead to a greater awareness of how the dominant political, social, and cultural beliefs are reflected in how clients are treated. For example, within many clinical social work programs, there is a lack of focus on how political power dynamics and the nature of that power shape the distribution of resources towards vulnerable populations  (Weinberg, 2010, Reisch, 2011).  
2.2	Social work students reluctant to address the political dimension of practice. 
Political participation is defined in different ways. Hamilton and Fauri define it as a range of activities by citizens "to influence the structure of government, the selection of government authorities, or the policies of the government."(768) These activities can include electoral work such as voting and work on campaigns. It can also include legislative activities such as meeting with a government official, presenting oral testimony and contacting an official by phone. The literature addresses several reasons why social work students might be hesitant to embrace the political nature of social work practice (Reich et al). The first relates to a limited understanding about the nature of the political system and how it works (Reinch et al). Second, the contraction between the professionals' ethical imperative to work for social justice with the realities that social workers retain a nonpartisan objective approach. And third, students may have a fear of not being politically correct (Abrabs and Moio, 2009; Reisch and Staller 2011). These provide excellent reasons why students may hesitant to engage in the political arena. 
There was a lack of literature on the political nature of public health. Throughout the literature search, public health students involvement in politics could not be found.  
3.0 	Hypotheses or Expected Outcomes
There are three groups of postgraduate social and public health students: the joint degree in public health and social work, public health masters, and social work masters. This study has two important areas of focus. 
The first is to examine whether master’s students in these three different tracks differ in their political efficiency and political behaviors, both in the past and future.  The second goal of the study is to measure how different disciplines score on their knowledge of health inequalities we will explore how institutions of higher learning value political efficiency as they prepare students at the masters level for a career in social work and public health.  Based on the literature, I hypothesize that the joint degree masters of public health and social work students will score higher on both the health disparities scale as well as the political engagement scale. Social work master’s student will score the lowest in political involvement followed by public health students. 

4.0 	Design, Methodology, and Data 
Two self-administered, self-reported questionnaires were used in this study to measure knowledge of health disparities and political activity among graduate students in public health, social work, and community activists. To analyze the results across disciplines I summed the scores across the different questions for each scale.  In addition, two interviews were conducted with stakeholders. The first interview was with Dave Copeland, association professor at the University of Pittsburgh School of Social Work and the second was with Ms. Jenna Powers a Doctoral Student & Research Assistant at the Nancy A. Humphreys Institute for Political Social Work at the University of Conn. School of Social Work. 
4.1	Health Inequalities Scale
The first questionnaire was modified from “Trends in U.S. Public Awareness of Racial and Ethnic Health Disparities 1990-2010” (Benz et al., 2010). This scale was developed at the University of Chicago under contract with the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Office of Minority Health. This scale was incorporated into the study because the questions provide a comprehensive analysis of awareness among the U.S. public of health disparities especially regarding the disproportion burden of prevention and premature death of minorities. The index for measuring awareness of health disparities was developed by NORC at the University of Chicago. The responses sheet consisted of nineteen questions that were divided into two sections. The first section asked participants to answer questions regarding their own personal experience with healthcare and rank their answers as a “major problem, minor problem, or not a problem.” The second section of the survey contained fifteen questions focused on participants’ knowledge of health disparities among African Americans. The questions ranged from asking “Do you think the average African American is better off, just as well off, or worse off than the average White Person in Terms of..? 
4.2	Political Activity Scales
The second questionnaire was adopted from the University of Connecticut School of Social Work Campaign School.   I have attached a copy of the questionnaire (by permission). The questionnaire contained three different scales comprised of three different measurements—future political engagement, current political engagement, and the question of whether or not social workers or public health professionals should engage in this political activity. The last question about career engagement was intended to measure whether respondents felt that their profession should participant in certain political activities. 
The first sub-scale measures political engagement and is based on the study of Rome and Hoescales (2010) who measured the political engagement of 1,274 National Association of Social Workers members (NASW). Respondents were asked if they participated in a wide range of political past and present activities by answering yes or no. The questions ranged from simple yes or no questions to more complex questions about the nature and intensity of political engagement.  For example, some of the questions involved media and social-political habits (e.g., “ Where do you currently get most of your news from?”  and “I share my political opinions with others”) while other questions involved a higher level of political engagement and time commitment (e.g., Contacted elected officials about issues that affect my clients) While the last set of questions involved more experience (e.g., write/deliver testimony to elected and/or appointed political bodies,” and been appointed/seek appointment to a political position or government office?”). A higher score meant more political engagement. 
4.3	Future Political Engagement
The second sub-scale  was created by Ostrander, Lane, McClendon, Hayes & Rhodes Smith (2017). The scale consisted of individual items that asked about future political engagement. Questions ranged from, “I plan on donating money to campaigns and/or parties,” to “I plan on voting in local elections.”
	The complete questionnaire had 38 questions, four of which involved short written responses to questions about running for local, state, and federal officials. Lastly, participants responded to a background questionnaire (see attached) regarding their age, race, gender, and program currently enrolled in at the University of Pittsburgh.  Completion of the survey and cover letter was considered consent to participate in the study. An IRB was approved the by the Institute Review Board at the University of Pittsburgh. 
5.0 	Sampling
The health disparities and political engagement survey was distributed to four different subgroups: 1) Masters of social work students who were enrolled in the direct practice or community organizing, social action track which totaled 14.  2) Master of Public Health students enrolled in the following tracks: Behavioral Health, Community Sciences, and epidemiology totaling12 students. The students took the survey while in their Intro to Community health class 3) joint degree public health social work students, which totaled 14. 4) the last group consisted  of community members who attended a meet and greet with two female candidates, Summer Lee and Sara Innamorato, who is running for state representative which totaled 12. In order to participate in the study, one had to be a master’s student or a community member attending the candidate meet and greet. A total of 52 people (N=52) participated in the study.  
5.1	Demographic Characteristics
Univariate analysis using the statistical software SPSS was employed to describe the demographic characteristics of the sample.  66% of respondents identified as female, 20% identified as male, and 4% identified as gender neutral. More than three-fourths of the respondents identified as white (80%). Those who identified as Latino/Hispanic represented 4%, 7% identified as Black, and 3% identified as Asian or Hispanic. 
6.0 	Results
6.1	Past Political Behavior






Table 1: Mean scores of past political behavior across schools
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Table 2: Multiple comparisons between masters programs
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Table 3: Past political behavior
Question 	Joint Degree Students	Public Health	Social Work
Vote in federal elections	100%	83.3%	100%
Work for pay on campaigns for candidates of my choice	7.1%	8.3%	6.7%
Encourage others to vote on Election Day	100%	75%	93.3%
Share my political opinions with others	100%	91.7%	93.3%
Take an active role in relation to issues that affect me personally	92.9%	66.7%	93.3%
Vote in state elections	85.7%	58.3%	93.3%
Refuse to vote to demonstrate dissatisfaction with certain elements of the political system	7.1%	27.3%	12.5%
Volunteer for political campaigns	50%	36.4%	66.7%
Donate money to causes that are important to me	85.7%	81.8%	80%
Follow the progress of legislation that interests me	76.9%	72.7%	73.3%
Volunteer with interest groups	50%	45.5%	66.7%
Keep track of how my legislators vote on issues that interest me	71.4%	45.5%	73.3%
Participate in political rallies, marches, protests, etc.	64.3%	36.4%	86.7%
Voice my opinion on policy issues to media markets (radio, newspapers, TV, etc.)	57.1%	54.5%	40%
Took an active role in relation to issues that affect my clients	85.7%	20%	46.7%
Participate in civil disobedience when unjust laws or policies are enacted	57.1%	18.2%	33.3%
Contact elected officials about issues that affect my clients	85.7%	45.5%	50%
Use social media (Facebook, Twitter, blogs) to organize and engage in politics	92.9%	63.6%	57.1%
Write/deliver testimony to elected and/or appointed political bodies	64.3%	36.4%	50.0%
Vote in local elections	78.6%	54.5%	85.7%
Donate money to political campaigns and/or parties	57.1%	27.3%	50.0%
Discuss current policy issues with others	85.7%	81.8%	71.4%
Take part in concerts or supporting events that are associated with a cause (such as “Race for a Cure”) and raise awareness and donations	78.6%	63.6%	53.8%
Choose to spend my money on products, organizations, or businesses that support my personal beliefs	71.4%	81.8%	100%
Table 3 Continued
Contact my LOCAL elected official(s) about issues that concern me	50%	45.5%	57.1%
Contact my STATE elected official(s) about issues that concern me	78.6%	45.5%	57.1%
Contact my FEDERAL elected official(s) about issues that concern me	64.3%	40%	57.1%
Encourage and/or help others register to vote	85.7%	60%	71.4%


As detailed in Table 3, the lowest score for past political behavior was “working for pay on a political campaign” (7.1%, 8.3%, and 6.7%) followed by “refusing to vote to demonstrate dissatisfaction with certain elements of the political system”. The most frequent past political behavior was “voting in federal elections” for social work and joint degree students (100%, 100%) while for public health students it was “sharing my political options with others”. The largest percentage of difference in past political behavior was between social work and public health master students; 86.7% of social work master’s students reported “participating in political rallies and marches” compared with only 36.4 % of public health students. 
6.2	Future Political Behavior
The mean score across all groups for future political behavior was 17 out of a total of 38 questions. As detailed in Table 4, joint degree students had the highest mean score of 22, followed by social work graduate students (17), and lastly, public health students with a mean score of 12.5. 
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*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.


There was no statistical difference between groups in future political behavior. However, the results show that if you are more likely to be political in the past, you are more likely to engage in future political behavior (Table 5). 
Table 6: Multiple comparisons between masters programs
Question 	Joint Degree Students 	Public Health 	Social Work 
Vote in federal elections	92.9%	58.3%	86.7%
Work for pay on campaigns for candidates of my choice	21.4%	8.3%	13.3%
Encourage others to vote on Election Day	100%	58.3%	86.7%
Share my political opinions with others	100%	66.7%	80%
Take an active role in relation to issues that affect me personally	100%	58.3%	80%
Vote in state elections	100%	83.3%	86.7%
Refuse to vote to demonstrate dissatisfaction with certain elements of the political system	100%	9.1%	100%
Volunteer for political campaigns	64.3%	9.1%	46.7%
Donate money to causes that are important to me	85.7%	90.9%	80%
Follow the progress of legislation that interests me	78.6%	81.8%	73.3%
Volunteer with interest groups	78.8%	54.5%	73.3%
Keep track of how my legislators vote on issues that interest me	78.6%	72.7%	66.7%
Participate in political rallies, marches, protests, etc.	71.4%	45.5%	73.3%
Voice my opinion on policy issues to media markets (radio, newspapers, TV, etc.)	78.6%	36.4%	46.7%
Took an active role in relation to issues that affect my clients	85.7%	60%	60%
Participate in civil disobedience when unjust laws or policies are enacted	64.3%	18.2%	53.3%
Contact elected officials about issues that affect my clients	78.6%	54.5%	64.3%
Use social media (Facebook, Twitter, blogs) to organize and engage in politics	85.7%	45.5%	57.1%
Write/deliver testimony to elected and/or appointed political bodies	85.7%	45.5%	50%
Vote in local elections	85.7%	72.7%	92.9%
Donate money to political campaigns and/or parties	64.3%	36.4%	57.1%
Discuss current policy issues with others	92.9%	81.8%	78.6%
Table 6 Continued
Take part in concerts or supporting events that are associated with a cause (such as “Race for a Cure”) and raise awareness and donations	78.6%	72.7%	42.9%
Choose to spend my money on products, organizations, or businesses that support my personal beliefs	78.6%	81.8%	78.6%
Contact my LOCAL elected official(s) about issues that concern me	78.6%	72.7%	57.1%
Contact my STATE elected official(s) about issues that concern me	92.9%	72.7%	64.3%
Contact my FEDERAL elected official(s) about issues that concern me	85.7%	70%	64.3%
Encourage and/or help others register to vote	85.7%	60%	57.1%

As Table 6 demonstrates, the two most reported frequent future political behaviors were “voting in state elections” and “donating money to causes that are important to me.” The lowest reported behaviors “refusing to vote to demonstrate dissatisfaction with certain elements of the political system,” and “working for pay on a political campaign.” 
6.3	Health Disparities analysis 
The health disparities scale was intended to measure the knowledge of health disparities in the sample population and see if this knowledge was affected by one’s graduate program. As Table 7 demonstrates, most of the respondents correctly identified that access to healthcare was a problem for African-Americans (46.5%). When the statistical analysis was examined by school, there was also no difference. 










Table 7 examines the breakdown of healthcare disparities by race. The results suggest that there were no significant statistical differences by group regarding their perception of African-American’s access to care. This was excepted due to the high educational level of our sample population. 
6.4	HEALTH DISPARITIES AND POLITICAL ACTIVISM




Table 8: Correlations between knowledge of health disparities and past political behavior















There were three major findings of this study. The first finding was that the joint degree students scored the highest across all past, present, and future political behavior. They were more active in voting, advocacy, and in voicing their options on policy and political matters. The second major finding was that Public Health Master’s students were the least politically engaged. 
My hypothesis was incorrect regarding the political engagement of social work master’s students. Social work masters students were more politically engaged than originally hypothesized. Lastly, one’s knowledge of health disparities was not affected by their past or future political engagement. 
An examination of the responses to the individual items in the scales shows that “voting in federal elections” and “choosing to spend my money on products, organizations or businesses that support my personal beliefs” were the two most frequent past political activities for social work graduate students. The least reported activity was “working for pay on political campaigns.”  For joint degree students, the most frequently reported past political activity was “voting in federal elections.” The least reported activity was “working for pay on a campaign.” Public Health students also reported that “voting in federal elections” was their most frequent past activity, but at a lower percent (83.3%) than joint degree and social work master’s students. 


Overall, Public Health Master’s students scored the lowest across all political engagement activities. This is not surprising given the lack of literature that even addresses the political engagement of public health students. Given the history of Public Health and its focus on the scientific method, it is not surprising that public health master’s students are not as politically active. The implications of this will be discussed further in the paper. 
My hypothesis that increased political activism would lead to a higher knowledge of health disparities was incorrect. This may be due to many factors including our relatively biased sample population of highly educated individuals. 
The fact that joint degree students scored the highest for both past and future political behavior is not surprising given the self-selection of students who purse a joint degree. Students who are willing to spend an extra year in graduate school may already have the abundance of enthusiasm to be politically engaged.  One of the most consistently documented relationships in the field of political behavior is the close relationship between educational attainment and political participation (Berinsky & Lenz, 2011). 
These findings are important because they can help universities and academic intuitions build the effectively of their students as they prepare them for the professional world. The work that public health and social work professionals engage in, is inherently political. Without building up the confidence and knowledge of public health and social work masters students regarding the political nature of their work, academic institutions are setting their students up for failure.
The nearly equal division of respondents between high and low overall levels of political participation between the three different master’s tracks is not surprising. The fact that nearly all master’s students vote in federal election is encouraging. This level of participation is in line with similar studies that measure the political engagement of social workers (Wolk, 1981; Ezell 1993; Hamiliton, 2001; and Hoechstetter, 2010). Furthermore, voting is perhaps the most widely studied behavior in political participation. The fact that 100% of social work and public health/social work master’s students indicated they voted in federal elections far outstrips that of the national average of 60% (Bialik, 2016). The frequency with which master’s students vote in state and local election was still above average. Social work master’s students reported the highest rate of voting at 93% for state elections and 85.7% for local elections. This is surprising given the fact that voter turnout in Pennsylvania was its lowest ever for the most recent local elections. 
Also consistent with previous research is the low ranking attributed to attending or testifying at a public hearing (Hoechstetter, 2010). Across all groups, master’s students coincidently ranked this as not an important political behavior. Issues that directly affect vulnerable populations are often decided at the state and local level. Testifying is among the most important ways for professionals to work with legislators and advocate for policies (Hoechstetter, 2010). Increasing the confidence and understanding of the importance of testifying is needed at all levels of education. 
The following behaviors were surprising in their frequency: “participating in political rallies, marches; and protests” by duel degree and social work master’s students. Previous studies have reported lower scores for this activity (Hoechstetter, 2010). However, this may be due to the recent rise in student led marches and rallies and may not hold true in the future.   
Professional Associations: 
Traditionally, individuals who were a part of a membership group were more likely to engage in political participation (Knoke, 1982). Membership in these organizations has decreased for younger generations. In the current study, results were mixed with about 70% of social work master’s students and joint degree students identifying as volunteering with an interest group. Thus, it is hard to determine if active membership in professional organizations such as the NASW or the APHA is associated with being more politically active.  People are also less likely to join or see their identify as being defined by membership in any group. Political activism is a group activity and it is not surprising that this lack of membership solidity translates to an equal disinterest in political activity. Politics is a group activity. 
	Except for voting, the activities that most master’s students engaged in could be described as passive such as talking to your friends on social media about politics. The most active activities such as volunteering for a political campaign or testifying at hearings scored the lowest across all the groups. This is consistent with other research findings (Hoechstetter, 2010), and may demonstrate the lack of attention on electoral policies within public health and social work master’s programs.  What is needed know is a more active involvement in politics. 
Due to the limited sample size, there may be other explanations for the results. In addition, many of the students in the School of Public Health are international students, who may have viewed these questions differently than their American peers. This could explain the large differences in some of the results between the three different sections. 






Master’s programs in both public health and social work have been increasingly reluctant to confront the political dimensions inherit in their field.  Given our current political and economic climate, and the disregard for evidence-based research at the federal and state level, it is imperative for students to learn and master the skill to participant in the political and policy spheres. The American Public Health Association (APHA) and the National Association of Social Workers (NASW) both include the words advocacy and policy within their mission statements. The NASW Code of Ethics (cite) states that “social workers should engage in social and political action” and should   “advocate for change in policy and legislation to improve the social conditions to meet basic human needs and promote social justice.” Thus, professional social workers are required to challenge social injustices and to advocate for systematic change. In addition, the APHA also stresses the importance of advocacy and policy involvement for its members. The website provides opportunities for members to email or calls their Member of Congress or Senators. In a section of the website entitled “The Power of Advocacy,” the APHA stresses that “the time to be an advocate for public health is now,” and urges its members to educate their members of Congress on the importance of public health. Although the language seems to emphasis social engagement and advocacy, at the master’s level this seems to be falling short. An example of this lack of engagement is evident at the University of Pittsburgh master’s level classes. 
I found at the master’s level, that the University of Pittsburgh does not require a political action class despite that fact that the university is in the top ten for social work programs. Furthermore, the University of Pittsburgh is one of only several programs in the United States to have a “macro focus” in social work. For example, the University of Chicago School of Social Work is ranked number two in the Nation and has a specific school-- the School of Social Service Administration that provides its students with a firm theoretical foundation, policy and clinical perspective, and hands-on experiences (“The 25 Best Master of Social Work Programs”, 2017). Other schools have incorporated policy practice into their programs better.  
For example, in addition to the University of Chicago, the University of Pennsylvania School of Social Policy & Practice incorporates policy practice into all of its core classes. The school also offers a Master of Science in Social Policy Program (MSSP). This master’s program is specifically designed to prepare students for policy leadership positions in government, philanthropic foundations, research institutes, and nonprofit and non-governmental organizations. In comparison, the University of Pittsburgh Master’s Program in Community Organizing and Social Action (COSA) does not have a required policy or advocacy class for its students beside a 2nd level policy class. The only class, Nonprofit Lobbying, and Advocacy is an elective and is offered at 8:00 am on a Thursday morning. Schools of Social Work that do not prepare their students to see the political realities of their profession are only contributing to the steady decline in public funding for social and health services.   
There is a complex relationship between public health, government, and democratic ideals. From my experience, the relationship between politics and health is not taught at the university level. The relationship between policy and health is taught, but the political nature of health is a subject manner that university has been mute on.   One reason for this may be the complexity of the health-politics connection and the difficulty in identifying the factors that communities can change. I often felt that my class discussions did not explicitly link politics to community change; and when it did, we neglected to dig deeply enough. Politics shapes the social, economic, and environmental conditions that, in turn, shape the health of populations.  It is important to extend our analysis to focus on the broader political factors that affect community health, and then teach this directly to grassroots community organizations.
8.1	 Interview with Stakeholders 
In order to get a better understanding of the context surrounding political education in Master of Social Work programs I reached out to two stakeholders, Dave Copeland, an associate professor at the University of Pittsburgh School of Social Work, and Jenna Powers, a Doctoral Student & Research Assistant at the Nancy A. Humphreys Institute for Political Social Work at the University of Conn. School of Social Work. Both stakeholders had similar views about the role institutions should play in fostering civic engagement and political participation.
8.2	Interview with Dave Copeland
Dave Copeland has a history of working in advocacy and lobbying for nonprofits and is currently the executive director of the Human Resources Center. In addition, he is the professor for the Advocacy and Lobbying Class at the University of Pittsburgh. My interview consisted of the following questions:  
1.    How do you feel the university could improve its curriculum to include more advocacy and political training? 
2.    Do you feel that the university is reluctant to speak about political issues or promote political action? 
3.    What can the school of social work learn from other master’s programs who are excelling in advocacy? 
4.    What is one thing social workers can do to have more influence in the political sphere? 

Mr. Copeland felt that the university does not place a value on teaching advocacy, lobbying, and political organizing skills to its students, especially within the Community Organizing, Social Action (COSA) track. The administration's ambivalent feelings towards political organizing are demonstrated by the lack of tenured professors at the school who focus on policy and no field opportunities to work in politics.  This leads to graduates of the program who do not place a value on advocacy and lobbying in their professional careers. This lagging attention to the importance of policy advocacy and electoral politics is "ultimately a disservice to the vulnerable population's social workers serve."  In response to what the school could learn from other master's programs, Mr. Copeland suggested that the school look at other universities to see where they are successful and reach out for guidance. The school could also offer field placements that focus on political organizing. Mr. Copeland felt that students often express the mistaken belief that is unethical for social workers to be involved in politics. This apathy exists because the classes offered at the university are not showing the excitement of political work according to Dave. The university must stress the integral relationship between political action, social work practice, and the quest for social and economic justice. 
8.3	Interview with Jenna Powers
The second interview I conducted was with Jenna Powers at doctoral student at the Nancy A. Humphreys Institute for Political Social Work at the University of Connecticut School of Social Work. Ms. Powers is a part of a program at the University of Connecticut that trains social workers to be more politically active. The institute works to increase the political participation and power of all social workers and the communities they serve (https://ssw.uconn.edu/our-community/centers-institutes-projects/nancy-a-humphreys-institute-for-political-social-work/) \. The programs the school offers include 1) the campaign school for social workers; 2) nonpartisan voter engagement; 3) community and political advocacy; 4) research on specific policies, and 5) supporting political social work as a practice specialization. Ms. Power’s echoed many of the findings in the literature regarding social worker’s reluctance to become political and educate their clients on political issues. Ms. Power’s first updated me on the recent success of their campaign school. The campaign school focused on the underrepresentation of people of color, LGBTQ, and women who run for office. As an example of the increased energy of social workers in politics, the campaign school sold out and had an increase of almost 100 people expressing interests compared to the year before. My questions to Ms. Power’s focused on the following themes: 1) Barriers to universities engaging in voter education; 2) the role of the NASW in fostering political engagement at the state and federal level, and 3) macro social workers. 
Ms. Power’s expressed that direct practice social workers often do not a participant in politics and voter engagement because they are taught it is unethical and that they do not have the ability to bring about change. In addition, because many direct practices and clinical social workers do not understand the political process there is a fear that they will get in trouble. The voter education toolkit (see attached) that Ms. Power’s and the campaign school provide to universities offers concrete ways that professors can engage their students. 
The National Association of Social Workers (NASW) plays a large role in fostering civic engagement and advocacy at the national and state level. The Connecticut chapter of the NASW is very active in their capital and has successfully pushed through legislation. Ms. Power's believes that her chapter is strong because of the strong leadership and focus on engaging in policy. The amount of advocacy and political engagement depends on a state by state.  
Lastly, we spoke about the lack of macro-level social workers who identify as political social workers. Ms. Power’s felt that the public has a misconception of the role of social workers as only being clinically involved. This misconception truants the ability of macro-social workers to engage in meaningful policy. Through this interview, I was able to gain a better understanding of ways the University of Pittsburgh could improve its curriculum. 
9.0 	Political Education in Social Work and Public Health: Next Steps 
After reviewing the literature and speaking with staff at the University of Connecticut Humphrey School of Political Social Work and at the School of Social Work, I have outlined three recommendations that schools and universities can take to increase political activism. In order for Public Health and Social Work Master’s students to meet their obligations to political action, policy formation, and social justice (APPH & NASW, 2017),  universities must revamp and update their policy courses to empower students to be actively involved in the political process before they graduate (Ostrander et al 2017). Before master’s students graduate, universities should strive to help students gain political efficacy—the belief that one can make a change and affect an outcome (Rome et al. 2010). Hamilition and Fauri (2001) and Ritter (2007) demonstrated in their study with social workers that those who believe they can make a change or influence an outcome are more likely to be engaged in the political process.
1). Incorporate nonpartisan voter training and voter engagement into lectures and field education
Despite studies showing that communities that vote receive more attention and more resources, enjoy higher levels of health and mental health, have stronger community bonds, and have superior employment outcomes (Martin 2003, Martin & Claiborun 2013, &  Klar 2009), the importance of voting is not discussed in public health or social work classes at the Master level (Wolk et al., 1996). Teaching social workers and public health professionals the connection between voting and improved mental and physical outcomes may lead to more political engagement among students. Voting can be taught as an indicator of community health and should be included in any discussion on healthcare outcomes. Intro classes for both public health and social work should include a section on nonpartisan voter education. For example,  the recently released “Maximizing Social Worker” from the NASW strongly recommends that schools consider policy and advocacy a part of any student’s field placement (NASW Social Work Policy Institute, 2017).
There are numerous political learning activities that can be taught at the university level. For example, the infrequency with which all students reported legislative engagement as an important activity for political engagement suggests that universities should increase student’s familiarity with this activity. In addition, the school of public health should include information on how non-U.S. citizens can still participant in the political process.  
2). Field hours and practicum opportunities in political campaigns and voter engagement
Through working on campaigns or voter engagement, students can gain political efficacy—the belief that one can make a change and affect an outcome (Rome et al. 2010). Hamilton and Fauri (2001) and Ritter (2007) demonstrated this in their study with social workers. One of their recommendations was to allow social work students to use political campaigns as possible policy hours. They found that when students feel as if they are making a difference and engaging in productive activities they also develop confidence in their ability to be effective in the political arena (Hamilton, 2001).  Previous small scale studies (Hoffman & Yaffee, 1988) demonstrated that social work students who engaged in electoral activities or organized student lobbying as part of a field assignment engaged in greater political activity when compared to their activity levels prior to the intervention.
3). Engaging with the NASW and ACHP in advocacy efforts at the state-level
Recently, the NASW has created a Fund for Social Policy Education and practice whose goal is to “assess and act on opportunities for changes in undergraduate and graduate curriculum, field practice, research and career path development so that social workers are more cognizant of and responsive to, the policy context and climate of their work” (NASW Social Work Policy Institute, 2017). In another example, recently the ACHP launched a “Speak for Health” 2-day bootcamp in Washington D.C. to train students on how to be effective public health advocates (http:///www.facebook.com/AmericanPublicHealthAssociation/ ). As per the facebook post, the training will cover the basics on how to advocate for evidence-based public health policies, including, “how to message your issue, how to amplify your advocacy with social media and how to influence your representatives(/www.facebook.com/AmericanPublicHealthAssociation/ (​http:​/​​/​www.facebook.com​/​AmericanPublicHealthAssociation​/​​))   Clearly, associations such as the NASW and ACHP are beginning to realize that in order to  prepare students for successful careers, advocacy must be included in their academic training.
9.1	Afterthoughts
As I always say when I canvassing for specific candidates and speaking to neighbors, social workers are able to connect real-world experiences with advocacy and policies. Through my time with the Sara and Summer campaign, I have come to see what author Salcido (1984) realized over two decades ago that political organizing can and should be a part of the social work profession.  
Throughout the spring semester, I worked with undergrad social work students to fulfill their 40 hour policy requirement with the Sara Innamorato campaign.  This semester, the campaign had 10-12 social work fellows. Their tasks ranged from canvassing, researching nursing homes, collecting petitions, calling volunteers, social media, and data entry. Most of these students were new to politics and had never been a part of any political campaign. Each student offered a unique perspective to the campaign - as one told me, “I get to talk to people about how the state government really does have an impact on people’s lives.” Throughout the semester, I watched as many of them became more confident and began to understand the power of their perspective. Many of the students told me that working on the Sara campaign has inspired them to become more involved in politics. One of the students even decided to pursue an internship with the Institute of Politics next year. Other students told me that being a part of something like a campaign helped them see politics differently. One student said that before the campaign, she felt that politics was always “back-room deals” and there was no place for her. After being a part of this campaign, she feels empowered to be involved.
9.2	Limitations
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